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DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER 

Kenneth H. Bousfield, P.E. 
Director 

 
Drinking Water Board 
Anne Erickson, Chair 

Myron Bateman, Vice-Chair 
Ken Bassett 

Daniel Fleming 
Jay Franson, P.E.  

Helen Graber, Ph.D. 
Paul Hansen, P.E. 

Petra Rust  
Richard Sprott  

David Stevens, Ph.D. 
Ron Thompson 

Kenneth H. Bousfield, P.E.  
Executive Secretary 

 

JON M. HUNTSMAN, JR. 
Governor 

 
GARY HERBERT 

Lieutenant Governor 

 
 

DRINKING WATER BOARD 
MEETING 

 
FEBRUARY 29, 2008  

1:30 p.m.  
 

Place:  Dixie Convention Center 
1835 Convention Center Drive, Entrada Room       

St. George, Utah  84770 
Ken Bousfield’s Cell Phone #:  (80l) 674-2557  

 
1. Call to Order – Chairman Erickson 

 
2.  Roll Call – Ken Bousfield 

 
3. Introductions – Chairman Erickson 

 
4. Approval of Minutes – January 11, 2008 

 
5. Elections of Chair and Vice Chair 

 
6. Rural Water Association of Utah’s (RWAU) Report and  

      Introductions – Dale Pierson 
 

7. Repeal of Rule:  R305- Ken Bousfield 
 

8. Alta’s Variance Hearing on Antimony – Patti Fauver  
     

9. SRF/Conservation Committee Report – Vice Chairman Myron Bateman 
                    1)  Status Report – Ken Wilde 

              2)  State SRF Applications 
       a)  Project Priority List – Karin Tatum 
         b)  Mountain Valley Water System – Rich Peterson 
       c)  Mountain Regional Water SSD/Stagecoach  
                              Subdivision – Ken Wilde 
              d)  Woodland Kolob Acres Deauthorization – Ken Wilde 
 e)  Henrieville Emergency – Ken Wilde 
                                                                                                                                               



10. Intended Use Plan – Ken Wilde 
 

11. Five Year Notice of Review and Statement of Continuation – Michael Grange 
   

12. Chairman’s Report – Chairman Erickson 
    

13. Directors Report 
              a)  RWAU Conference Report   

  b)  Update on Park City’s Water Quality Issue   
  c)  Chlorine Residual Test Kits 
  d)  Alta’s Treatment Funding 
   

14. Letters 
 

15. News Articles 
 

16. Next Board Meeting:  
     Date:   May 9, 2008 
     Tour:  ???   
     Time of Tour:  ???      
     Lunch:  Furnished   
    Board Meeting Time:  1:00 p.m.  
       Address:  168 North 1950 West, Room 101 
          Salt Lake City, Utah  84116 
    

17. Other 
 

18. Adjourn  
 
 
 

In compliance with the American Disabilities Act, individuals with special needs (including auxiliary 
communicative aids and services) should contact Brooke Baker, Office of Human Resources at: 
(801) 536-4412, TDD (801) 536-4424, at least five working days prior to the scheduled meeting. 
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State of Utah  
 

Department of 
Environmental Quality 

 
Richard W. Sprott 

 Executive Director 
 

DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER 
Kenneth H. Bousfield, P.E. 

Director 
 

Drinking Water Board 
Anne Erickson, Ed.D., Chair 
Myron Bateman, Vice-Chair 

Ken Bassett 
Daniel Fleming 

Jay Franson, P.E. 
Helen Graber, Ph.D. 

Paul Hansen, P.E. 
Petra Rust 

Richard W. Sprott 
David K. Stevens, Ph.D. 

Ron Thompson 
Kenneth H. Bousfield, P.E.  

Executive Secretary 
 

JON M. HUNTSMAN, JR. 
Governor 

 
GARY HERBERT 

Lieutenant Governor 

 
MINUTES OF THE DRINKING WATER BOARD MEETING HELD ON 
JANUARY 11, 2008 IN SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 
  
Board Members Present  Guests
 
Anne Erickson, Chair   Lynn Wall, Wall Engineering 
Myron Bateman, Vice Chair  Byron Davis, Wales Mayor 
Ken Bassett    Kathy Lundberg, Park City 
Jay Franson, P.E.   Ken Mitchell, Park City 
Helen Graber, Ph.D.   Eric Johnson, Bond Counsel 
Paul Hansen, P.E.   Gary Durrant, Metropolitan Water Dist. 
Petra Rust    Carlene Walker, Senator 
David Stevens, Ph.D.   Clyde Watkins, Rural Water 
     Voneene Jorgensen, Bear River WCD 
Board Members Excused  Randy Williams, Salt Lake Valley HD 
     Keith Hanson, Alta Town 
Daniel Fleming   Kate Black, Alta Town 
David Stevens, Ph.D.   Joe Melling, Parowan City 
Ron Thompson   Wayne Thomas, Alpha Engineering 
     Dale Pierson, Rural Water Association 
Staff     Marc Edminster, Lewis, Young, Inc. 
Ken Bousfield    Michael Kolz, Stantec 
Ken Wilde    Fred Duberow, Stantec 
Kate Johnson 
Ying-Ying Macauley   Staff Continued 
Patti Fauver     
Michael Grange   Don Lore 
Nagendra Dev    Linda Matulich 
Bob Hart    
 
ITEM 1 – CALL TO ORDER
 
 The Drinking Water Board convened in Salt Lake City, Utah with 
Chairman Erickson presiding.  The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. 
 
ITEM 2 – ROLL CALL 
 
 Chairman Erickson asked Ken Bousfield to call roll of the Board 
members.  The roll call showed there were 8 members. 
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ITEM 3 - INTRODUCTIONS  
 
 Chairman Erickson welcomed everyone and asked the guests to introduce themselves. 
 
ITEM 4 – APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
 Chairman Erickson stated a motion was in order to approve the November 16, 2007 
minutes. 
 
 Ken Bassett moved to approve the November 16, 2007 minutes. 
 
 Paul Hansen seconded. 
 
        CARRIED 
        (Unanimous) 
 
ITEM 5 – ALTA TOWN ANTIMONY VARIANCE 
 
 Patti Fauver reported the Town of Alta has a problem in complying with the Antimony 
standard with some of the amendments in the Safe Drinking Water Act since its inception in 1993.  
The Town of Alta has been exploring many treatment techniques; even the one’s identified for 
removing Antimony from water from EPA.  The Town of Alta has received some Exemptions and 
a Variance to help them to be able find an acceptable treatment for removing Antimony from their 
water and to build the treatment facilities.  The Town of Alta has submitted another application 
for Variance to be on the February 29, 2008 Board meeting.  The Board will make a decision at 
the February 29, 2008 Board meeting on issuing another Variance to the Town of Alta.  Patti 
reviewed the process.   
 
 Keith Hanson and Kate Black, representing Alta City, addressed the Board.                   
 
 Discussion followed. 
 
 Petra Rust moved the Board approve staffs recommendation that:  a) The Board 
state their intent to issue a Variance for Antimony to the Town of Alta, and that the 
Variance will be for a 3 year period of time; b) direct the water system to work with the 
Division staff in soliciting public comments; and c) schedule a public hearing at the next 
Board meeting on February 29, 2008.     

 
Myron Bateman seconded. 
 
       CARRIED 
       (Unanimous) 
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ITEM 6 -  SRF/CONSERVATION COMMITTEE REPORT
 

1) Status Report 

Ken Wilde reported the Board has $11.7 million in the State Loan Funds.  The Board has 
authorized $9,351,000 in loans leaving a balance of $2,383,000.  In today’s proposed schedule, 
Alta, Parowan and Wales are requesting another $2 million for their projects.  This would leave 
$370,000 in the fund that hasn’t been authorized.  The figures listed reflect the loans that have 
been authorized but not closed.  None of the loans have been closed yet.  Revenue of about $5.9 
million is expected to come in from November 30, 2008 until November 30, 2009.  The Board 
will have just over $6 million in the next 12 months to spend.   

 
Staff has received plans and specifications for Garden City’s water treatment plant, and 

hope to build the plant this summer.  This request is listed in the “Projects that have been 
authorized but not funded yet” list.  Staff closed Orderville’s loan yesterday.  Staff will be 
presenting a proposed change of Bear River Water Conservancy District of changing the financial 
conditions.  They hope to close in February.  The planning loans and grants are closed as soon as 
the paperwork can be completed.     

 
Ken Wilde reported the Board has approximately $2,803,000 available for loans that 

haven’t closed yet $18,868,000 in loans and grants have been authorized.  The balance of 
available funding on November 30, 2007 is $1.7 million.  Staff expects to receive about 
$13,000,000 in the fund over the next 12 months.  The Board will have $14,870,000 available 
over the next 12 months to authorize.  

 
Ken updated the Board on Central Iron County Water Conservancy District’s Phase II.  

Staff held a conference call with Central Iron County and hopes to close in February.  Staff will be 
requesting the Board to deauthorize Woodland Kolob Acres at the February Board meeting.  
Washington County Water Conservancy District is building a regional system on the mountain.  
Midvale is expected to close in March.  The proposed projects in October/November were 
authorized by the Board. 

 
 Discussion followed.   
 
2) State SRF Applications 

 
a) Alta Town, Planning & Design Advance – Bob Hart 

 
Bob Hart reported the Town of Alta is requesting a $50,000 planning grant to conduct a 

planning/engineering study to be able to make a final decision on the most effective treatment for 
removing antimony from their drinking water source, design a treatment facility and perform 
other work described in the scope of work. 

 
Keith Hanson and Kate Black, representing the Town of Alta, addressed the Board. 
 
Keith Hanson said the best route for the Town of Alta is to remove the Antimony from the 

Bay City water source.  In November 2007, the Town of Alta published requests for proposals for 
engineering companies.  The Town of Alta had 8 people and 6 engineering firms apply to help 
them come up with the best method possible in removing Antimony from their water source.   
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Keith Hanson gave some background information on what they are doing on finding a 
solution on their Antimony problem.  The Town of Alta will contribute $10,000 toward the 
planning advance.  This will help the Town of Alta get through Phase 1. 

 
Discussion followed. 
 
Jay Franson moved the Board authorize a $50,000 planning and preliminary design 

grant to the Town of Alta with the condition that they address all of the items that are listed 
in their compliance report.  The Town will also look at all of the financial evaluation 
possibilities to see how a loan in the future might be repaid based non-residential or other 
users. 

 
Paul Hansen seconded. 
 
       CARRIED 
       (Unanimous) 
 

b) Wales Town – Planning Advance – Michael Grange 
 
Michael Grange reported the Town of Wales is requesting a $40,000 Planning Advance to 

investigate the location of a new culinary well.  This well has become necessary to supplement 
their existing water source.  The flow has diminished due to continuing drought conditions.  In 
addition to investigating the location, they want to drill a test drill, complete the required drinking 
water source protection plan for the new well, and perform the necessary new source chemistry 
evaluations.     

 
Michael Grange mentioned the Town of Wales request of a $40,000 Planning Advance 

will be at 0% interest for five (5) years.  The Town of Wales will repay $8,000 annually starting 
on the date that the loan agreement is signed.  The Town of Wales may elect to roll the balance of 
the loan principle into a future construction loan.  The scope of work also includes (a) completion 
of the activities listed in the scope of work that is attached and (b) the evaluation on how the 
Town proposes to correct the deficiencies listed in the attached compliance report. 

 
Mayor Byron Davis and Lynn Wall, Wall Engineering, representing Wales Town were 

available for any questions from the Board. 
  

Mayor Davis and Lynn Wall addressed the Board. 
  

Discussion followed. 
 
Ken Bassett moved the Board authorize the SRF/Conservation Committee’s 

recommendation of a $40,000 planning loan to Wales Town at 0% interest for five (5) years.  
Wales Town is too repay $8,000 annually beginning one (1) year from the date the loan 
agreement is signed.  The application may elect to roll the balance of any loan principle into 
a future construction loan.  The scope of work for this loan includes (a) completion of the 
activities listed in the attached scope of work and (b) the evaluation of how the Town 
proposes to correct the deficiencies listed in the compliance report.  
  

Petra Rust seconded. 
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        CARRIED 
        (Unanimous) 
 

c) Parowan City – Construction Loan – Rich Peterson 
 
Rich Peterson reported Parowan City’s project is to work on their spring, upgrade the 

waterlines and drilling a second drinking water well.  The total cost of the project is a little over 
$2.1 million.  Parowan City’s contribution on the project is $214,000.  Parowan City does not 
qualify for a grant.  Parowan City’s local MAGI is 79.8% of the statewide MAGI.   

 
Rich mentioned the SRF/Conservation Committee is recommending that the Board 

authorize a loan of $1,923,000 at 2.05% for 20 years on the condition that Parowan City resolves 
the appropriate issues on their compliance report.  The loan origination fee would be $19,230.      
  

Joe Melling, City Manager, and Wayne Thomas, P.E., Alpha Engineering, representing 
Parowan City, addressed the Board. 
  

Discussion followed. 
  

Paul Hansen moved the Board authorize the SRF/Conservation Committee’s 
recommendation of a loan for $1,923,000 at 2.05% for 20 years to Parowan City, on the 
condition they resolve the appropriate issues on their compliance report.  The loan 
origination fee would be $19,230, and the Board will consider an option in the future for 
Parowan City to come back to the Board with additional information, which would allow the 
Board to consider other factors funding options. 
  

Petra Rust seconded. 
 
Discussion on motion. 

  
        CARRIED 
        (Unanimous) 
 

d) Bear River WCD - Project Update – Ken and Rich   
  

Rich Peterson reported at the September 14, 2007 Drinking Water Board meeting, the 
Board authorized a project for the Bear River Water Conservancy District (WCD).  Bear River 
WCD is starting up a new area, and the project consists of a water tank and a big transmission 
line.  The Board authorized a $1.8 million loan and a $600,000 grant.  It was anticipated that this 
funding package be secured by revenue by all of the users of the District. Bear River WCD’s 
September packet is also included for the Boards reference. 

 
Rich Peterson reported staff would like the Board to confirm their authorization from the 

September Board meeting with exactly the same terms, the same amounts of money, and the same 
conditions as before.  The only thing that is added to the authorization is how it is structured, how 
it will be secured at the loan closing, and the South Willard area will be the only one using this 
revenue.   Staff updated the Board on recent conversations with the Division attorneys and the 
District attorneys.  
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Eric Johnson, Bond Attorney, and Marc Edminster, Financial Consultant and Voneene 
Jorgensen, General Manager, for the Bear River WCD, were available for questions from the 
Board.   
  

Eric Johnson, Bond Attorney, described the current situation with the District and their 
bonds.   

 
Marc Edminster, Financial Consultant, described the Districts current financial situation, 

how the new South Willard area is financially viable and that they would be able to secure a 
separate revenue bond for their area.   
  

Discussion followed. 
 
Jay Franson moved the Board authorize the SRF/Conservation Committee’s 

recommendation to confirm the September 2007 authorization which is a loan of $1,800,000 
at 2.19% for 20 years and a grant of $600,000 to the Bear River Water Conservancy District 
for the South Willard project, with the same conditions of the impact fees collected that 
exceed the amount of the fees estimated in the Growth Projection spreadsheet (after the first 
cumulative $500,000 set-aside), allow a modified repayment schedule as shown in the packet, 
and charge a loan origination fee of $18,000.  The difference being this new funding package 
would be secured by the South Willard area only.  

 
Helen Graber seconded. 
 
       CARRIED 
       (Unanimous) 
 
Eric Johnson asked about a previous funding package, where the District used an indenture 

with a Trustee with a Bank acting as Trustee.  On some of the loans, the annual trust fee actually 
exceeds the amount of annual interest payment on the loan.  Most loans that the Drinking Water 
Board makes, there isn’t a trustee involved, because the Drinking Water Board is an arm of the 
State has other ways of reaching the District.  The District would be interested in refunding its 
outstanding loans and reissuing the loans without a trustee involved.   

 
Discussion followed. 
 
Myron Bateman asked that this new request be brought back to staff to work it up and be 

presented to the Board at another meeting. 
 
ITEM 7 – CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 
 
 Chairman Erickson reported that elections for Chair and Vice Chair will be held at the 
February 29, 2008 Board meeting.  
 
 Dale Pierson introduced Clyde Watkins, a former State Circuit Rider for the Rural Water 
Association funded by the Division of Drinking Water.  Clyde then went on to be the Source 
Water Technician for the Rural Water Association for about a year.  Clyde will now become the 
Development Specialist. 
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 Dale will be working with the counties on putting together the model ordinances, the 
model construction standards, etc.  
 
 Clyde Watkins addressed the Board. 
 
 Patti Fauver reported that Park City is responding to a water quality issue regarding 
Thallium, Arsenic and Manganese.  She will update the Board at the next meeting.   

 
Discussion followed.   

  
Ken Bousfield mentioned the Rural Water Association has invited Ann Erickson, Myron 

Bateman and Ken Bousfield to host a “County Planning Meeting” on Wednesday, February 27, 
2008 from 3:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.  The Board members are invited to attend the meeting. 
  

Dale Pierson addressed the Board on what is envisioned to be addressed at the County 
Planning Meeting.  Dale Pierson will work closely with the one’s that will be involved in putting 
this meeting together.    

 
ITEM 8 – DIRECTORS REPORT 
 

a) Rural Water Association of Utah’s 2008 Annual Conference  
 
Ken Bousfield reviewed the program for the 2008 Annual Conference.   
 
Ken Bousfield mentioned the Board members have been registered for the Conference, 

and hotel accommodations are being made by Linda Matulich.  When the hotel reservations are 
finalized, Linda will pass on the information to the Board members.  When the Board members 
receive their hotel information and if they have any questions, give Linda a call. 

 
b) Utah Water Users’ 2008 Annual Conference 
 
Ken Bousfield updated the Board members on the Utah Water Users’ Annual Conference. 

  
Ken mentioned the Board members are invited to attend this conference each year.  Some 

of the Board members have been registered for the conference and have hotel accommodations.  If 
any of the Board members have any questions, give Linda a call. 

 
c) Annual Awards/Christmas Luncheon 
 
Ken Bousfield reported on the Annual Christmas Luncheon Awards the Division holds 

annually.  Staff receives Service Awards annually which go in increments of 5 years.  Staff 
members also received an On-The-Spot award for the work they have accomplished for the past 
year.   

 
d) Payroll Direct Deposits 
 
Ken Bousfield reported the State is now requiring that all State employees have their pay 

checks deposited directly to their checking and/or savings account.  All Board, Commission, and 
Committee members, pay will be made by direct deposit their pay checks starting in March 2008.   
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Linda passed out forms for the Board members to fill out and return to her as soon as 
possible.  If you have any questions, please get in touch with Linda. 

 
Ken Bousfield mentioned there is a change on how meals are handled while at meetings 

and/or traveling.  Ken gave some background information on the new changes. 
 
e) Staff Changes 
 
Ken Bousfield introduced Ying-Ying Macauley.  Ying-Ying is the new Engineering 

Program Manager. 
 
Ying-Ying Macauley addressed the Board. 
 
Dale Pierson addressed the Board on the pamphlet he handed out about the “Rural Water 

State Legislative Water Rally”, which will be held on Tuesday, January 22, 2008 from 10:00 a.m. 
to 3:00 p.m. in the State Office Building Auditorium.   

 
Dale reviewed what will be discussed in the each session on:  a) Water Rights Forfeiture 

Legislation, b) Aquifer Protection Legislation, c) Source Protection Legislation, and d) Source 
Protection Legislation.  Dale invited the Board members to attend the Rally. 
 
ITEM 9 – NEWS ARTICLES 
 
 The news articles are in the packet.  
 
ITEM 10 – NEXT BOARD MEETING 
 
 Date:  February 29, 2008 
 Time:  1:30 p.m. 
 Location:  Dixie Center 
         1835 Convention Center Drive, Entrada Room  
         St. George, Utah  84770 
 
ITEM 11 – OTHER 
 
 No other business. 
 
ITEM 12 – ADJOURN 
 
 Chairman Erickson stated a motion to adjourn the Board meeting was in order. 
 
 Paul Hansen moved to adjourn the Drinking water Board meeting at 3:15 p.m.   
 

The motion was seconded. 
        CARRIED 
        (Unanimous) 
 
              Linda Matulich 
          Recording Secretary 
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Repeal of Rule:  R305 
 
R305-3 was promulgated in November 2002 following a suggestion from the Attorney General’s 
Office.  It was promulgated by each board within the Department, and was codified in the 
Department’s rules, rather than in the rules of each Division.   
 
The rulemaking action to repeal the rule began in response to a state law that requires each state 
agency to review its administrative rules every five years.  During this review, the agency must 
consider:  
       • The legal authority supporting/requiring the rule;  
       • Any comments received during and since the original effective date or last five-year 

review supporting or opposing the rule; and  
       • The reason/need for continuing the rule.   
 
The five-year review is a formal process governed by both statutory and administrative rule 
requirements and requires each agency to complete and file the proper information with the 
Division of Administrative Rules (DAR) before the five-year period ends.  Extensions to the five-
year period can be requested by an agency for  approval by DAR.  Because the five-year period 
expired November 8, 2007 for R305-3, an extension to complete the five-year review was 
requested by the Attorney General's Office on behalf of DEQ and subsequently approved by 
DAR.   
 
Our Attorney General’s representative recommends that the Board repeal this rule by a 
vote.  The issues covered by the rule can be dealt with following other procedures.  The 
exact language of the rule to be repealed is on the following page. 
 
Staff recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Board formally repeal rule R305 
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R305.  Environmental Quality, Administration. 
[R305-3.  Emergency Meeting. 
R305-3-1.  Purpose. 
 The Department of Environmental Quality and the Boards established within the 
Department in accordance with Section 19-1-106 recognize that there may be times when, 
due to the necessity of considering matters of an emergency or urgent nature, the public 
provisions of Sections 52-4-6(1), (2), and (3) cannot be met.  Pursuant to Sections 52-4-6(5), 
under such circumstance those notice requirements need not be followed but rather the best 
notice practicable shall be given. 
 
R305-3-2.  Authority. 
 This rule is enacted under the authority of Sections 63-46a-3 and 19-1-201(2)(k) and 
202(1)(a). 
 
R305-3-3.  Procedure. 
 (1)  No emergency meeting shall be held unless an attempt has been made to notify 
all members of the Board of the proposed meeting and a majority of the convened Board 
votes in the affirmative to hold such an emergency meeting. 
 (2)  Public notice of each emergency meeting shall be provided as soon as 
practicable and shall include at minimum the following: 
 (a)  The agenda and notice of the meeting shall be posted in writing at the offices of 
the division or department. 
 (b)  If members of the Board may appear electronically or telephonically, each such 
notice shall specify the anchor location for the meeting at which all interested persons and 
members of the public may attend, monitor, and participate in the open portions of the 
meeting; 
 (c)  Notice to the Board members shall advise how they may participate 
telephonically or electronically and be counted as present for all purposes, including the 
determination of a quorum; 
 (d)  Written, electronic or telephonic notice shall be provided to at least one 
newspaper of general circulation within the state and at least one local media correspondent. 
 (3)  If one or more members of the Board appear electronically or telephonically, the 
procedures governing electronic meetings shall be followed, except for the notice 
requirement which shall be governed by these provisions. 
 (4)  In convening the meeting and voting in the affirmative to hold such an 
emergency meeting, the Board shall affirmatively state and find what unforeseen 
circumstances have rendered it necessary for the Board to hold an emergency meeting to 
consider matters of an emergency or urgent nature such that the ordinary public notice of 
meetings provisions of Section 52-4-6 could not be followed.] 
 
KEY:  emergency meetings, board meetings 
Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment:  November 8, 2002 
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law:  63-46a-3; 19-1-201(2)(k); 19-1-
202(1)(a) 
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ALTA’S VARIANCE HEARING ON ANTIMONY 
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Town of Alta 

 
Antimony Variance Application – Public Hearing 

 
 
 
Background: 
 
The Town of Alta has made application for renewal of a Variance relating to their 
compliance with the Antimony standard at the January 11, 2008 Board meeting. 
 
The system has provided the required public notification for the variance application 
process.  The written comment period is open until February 22, 2008.  The Division has 
not received any written comments to date. 
 
 
Staff Recommendation:
 
Based on the information presented at the January Board meeting and the lack of written 
comments received, staff recommends: 
 
The Board renew the Variance for Antimony to the Town of Alta until the construction of the 
proposed treatment plant is complete or for a period of 5 years whichever is time frame is 
shorter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F:\DR_WATER\COMPLI\PFAUVER\BDPKTR2008Antimony-variancefinal.doc Board meeting 2/29/2008  
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SRF/CONSERVATION COMMITTEE 
REPORT 
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9.  1)   STATUS REPORT – Ken Wilde 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 24 of 137



Total State Fund: $10,603,511
Total State Hardship Fund: $2,381,333

Subtotal: $12,984,844

Less:
     Authorized Loans: $7,566,000
     Authorized Hardship: $1,647,146

Subtotal: $9,213,146
  Total available after Authorized deducted $3,771,698

     Proposed Loan Project(s): $0
     Proposed Hardship Project(s): $0

Subtotal: $0
AS OF:

$3,037,511
$734,187

Total Balance of ALL Funds: $3,771,698

Projected Receipts Next Twelve Months:

Annual Maximum Sales Tax Projection $3,587,500
  Less State Match for 2008 Federal Grant ($1,629,200)
  Less Administration Fees ($134,400)
      SUBTOTAL Sales Tax Revenue including adjustments: $1,823,900
Payment:
    Interest on Investments (Both Loan and Hardship Accounts) $540,000
    Principal payments $2,883,210
    Interest on payments $685,151

Total Projections: $5,932,261

Total Estimated State SRF Funds Available through 1-31-2009: $9,703,959

    and Sales Tax Revenue

January 31, 2008

(see Page 2 for 
details)

PROPOSED

LESS 
AUTHORIZED

Receive 90% in January

SUMMARY

TOTAL REMAINING STATE HARDSHIP FUNDS:
TOTAL REMAINING STATE LOAN FUNDS:

(see Page 2 for 
details)

DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER
STATE LOAN FUNDS
AS OF January 31, 2008
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Cost Date Date
Community Loan # Estimate Authorized Closed/Anticipated Loan Grant Total

Garden City  2.31% 20 yr* 3S048 2,700,000 Sep-02 Feb-08 $1,746,000 $1,746,000
West Erda  0% 20 yr 3S074 760,000 Jun-04 ? 380,000 380,000 760,000
Escalante 2.46% 30 yr 3S104 2,160,896 Mar-07 May-08 1,560,000 600,896 2,160,896
Bear River 2.19% 20 yr 3S096 Sep-07 Feb-08 1,818,000 600,000 2,418,000
Parowan 2.05% 20 yr 3S111 Jan-08 1,923,000 1,923,000
   Subtotal Loans and Grants Authorized 7,427,000 1,580,896 9,007,896

    PLANNING LOANS/GRANTS
Enterprise (planning loan 0% 5 yr) 3S092 7,000 May-06 Jan-07 7,000 7,000
Wellington (pl loan 2% 5 yr) 3S104 40,000 Mar-07 Sep-07 40,000 40,000
Enoch (pl loan 0% 5 yr) 3S106 36,000 May-07 Sep-07 36,000 36,000
Toquerville (pl 0% 5 yr) 3S107 16,000 Jul-07 Sep-07 16,000 16,000
Paragonah planning grant 3S110 16,250 Sep-07 Mar-08 16,250 16,250
Town of Alta planning grant 3S113 50,000 Jan-08 50,000 50,000
Wales Town (pl 0% 5yr) 3S112 40,000 Jan-08 40,000 40,000
 Subtotal Planning Loans/Grants Auth 139,000 66,250 205,250
    Total authorized but not yet funded $7,566,000 $1,647,146 $9,213,146

    PROPOSED PROJECTS

  Total Proposed Projects 0 0 0
Closed date

Recently Closed:
Cedar Hills 3S108 Jul-07 Oct-07 2,090,000 2,090,000
Circleville 3S105 May-07 Aug-07 242,000 242,000
Orderville 2.22% 30 yr 3S099 3,918,000 Nov-06 Jan-08 1,569,000 600,000 2,169,000

*Garden City BAN for $254,000 was closed June 2006.

Authorized Funding

DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER

PROJECTS AUTHORIZED BUT NOT YET FUNDED
AS OF JANUARY 31, 2008

STATE LOAN FUNDS

2/19/20088:10 AM State - Flow Chart New.xlsCommitmentsPage 26 of 137



Net Federal SRF Grants: $73,905,366 Principle (P): $12,848,961 Total: $1,021,243 Total: $2,577,016
Total State Matches: $18,358,700 Interest (I): $1,405,655
Closed Loans: -$78,598,246 Total P & I: $14,254,616

Total Grant Dollars: $13,665,820

Total Federal First Round Fund: $13,665,820
Total Federal Second Round Fund: $15,275,858
Total Federal Hardship Fund: $2,577,016

Subtotal: $31,518,694
Less:
     Authorized Federal 1st Round: $9,950,000
     Authorized Federal 2nd Round: $11,891,000
     Authorized Federal Hardship: $222,044

Subtotal: $22,063,044
     Proposed Federal 1st Round Project(s): $0
     Proposed Federal 2nd Round Project(s): $3,744,263
     Proposed Federal Hardship Project(s): $0

Subtotal: $3,744,263
AS OF:

$3,715,820
-$359,405

$2,354,972

Total Balance of ALL Funds: $5,711,387

Projected Receipts Next Twelve Months:
Payment:
    2008 Fed SRF Grant $6,516,800
    State 20% Match for FY 2008 $1,629,200
    Interest on Investments $675,000
    Principal payments $2,901,000
    Interest $597,518
    Hardship fees $508,007

Total: $12,827,526

Total Estimated Federal SRF Funds Available through 1-31-2009: $18,538,913

September 30, 2007

(see Page 2 for 
details)

PROPOSED

LESS 
AUTHORIZED

Receive 90% in January

SUMMARY

TOTAL REMAINING HARDSHIP FUNDS:
TOTAL REMAINING SECOND ROUND FUNDS:
TOTAL REMAINING FIRST ROUND FUNDS:

(see Page 2 for 
details)

DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER
FEDERAL SRF

AS OF January 31, 2008

1997 thru 2007 SRF Grants Principal Repayments Earnings on Invested Cash Balance Hardship Fund
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Authorized From 
Loan Funds       
(2nd Round)

Total Terms Loan # Loan Forgiveness Total Loan
Logan #3 9,545,000 0.8% int 20 yrs 3F052 May-05 Apr-08 0 3,000,000
St George 15,000,000 1.77% int 20 yrs 3F047 Mar-05 Jun-08 4,500,000 4,500,000 1,500,000
Twin Creeks #2 1,200,000 0% int 30 yrs 3F028 Apr-03 May-08 360,000 90,000 450,000 
Midvale 10,000,000 2% int, 20 yrs 3F069 Jul-07 Mar-08 0 5,050,000
Snowville 40,000 Principle Forgive 3F046 Jul-07 Jun-08 0 40,000
Greenwich WWC 320,000 0%, 20 yrs 3F070 Jul-07 Jun-08 0 111,000 110,300 
Rural Water Assn of UT 111,744 Grant Oct-07 Jan-08 0 111,744 
Woods Cross 5,000,000 1%, 20 yrs 3F072 Nov-07 Jun-08 5,000,000 5,000,000 
Erda Acres 2,420,000 Construction 3F064 Nov-07 Aug-08 0 2,120,000

$      9,860,000  $          90,000 $    9,950,000 $11,821,000 $      222,044 

Beaver Dam Water 20,000 planning loan 3F062 May-06 Dec-07 0 20,000 
Greenwich WWC 20,000 planning loan 3F065 Sep-06 Oct-07 0 20,000 
Leeds Domestic WUA 15,000 planning loan 3F066 Mar-07 Apr-08 0 15,000 
Pinon Forest SSD 15,000 planning loan 3F073 Oct-07 May-08 0 15,000 

$0 $0 $70,000 $0
$9,950,000 $11,891,000 $222,044

Mountain Valley Water 718,000 2.78% int 20 yrs 718,000 
Mountain Regional 
Water 3,026,263 2.5% int 20 yrs 3,026,263 

$0 $0 $3,744,263 $0
$0 $3,744,263 $0

RECENT LOAN CLOSINGS:
Erda Acres 20,000 planning grant 3F064 Sep-06 pd 3/5/2007 0 20,000 
Central Iron WCD Ph II 7,870,250 2.17% int 20 yrs 3F063 Nov-06 Feb-08 3,535,000 3,535,000 
Total Loan Closings: $3,535,000 $0 $3,535,000 $20,000

COMMUNITY

DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER

PROJECTS AUTHORIZED BUT NOT YET CLOSED
AS OF JANUARY 31, 2008

FEDERAL SRF

Hardship 
Fund

Authorized From Loan Funds               
(1st Round)Project Closing Date 

Scheduled
Authorized 

Date

TOTAL AUTHORIZED CONSTRUCTION & PLANNING:

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZED:

TOTAL PROPOSED PROJECTS FOR THIS MEETING:
TOTAL PROPOSED PROJECTS:

TOTAL PLANNING AUTHORIZED:

PLANNING ADVANCES AUTHORIZED:

PROPOSED PROJECTS FOR FEBRUARY 2008:

2/19/2008 9:19 AM Federal SRF - STATUS REPORT - NEW USE THIS ONE!.xls CommitmentsPage 28 of 137



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9.   2)   STATE SRF APPLICATIONS 
 

       a)  PROJECT PRIORITY LIST 
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Presented to SRF Conservation Committee: 
February 29, 2008 

 
 

PROJECT PRIORITY LIST  
 
 

Three projects are being added to the Project Priority List: 
 
Mountain Valley Water, located in Salt Lake County, scored 8 points. 
Mountain Valley Water supplies water to 7 homes and a school/church.  The water company has 
undersized storage and waterlines as well as issues with their cross connection with their irrigation 
system.  They are proposing a new 400,000 gallon storage tank and 7,600 feet of 2-in, 8-in and 10-in 
pipes.  The proposed project cost is $805,980. 
 
 
Mountain Regional Special Service District, located in Summit County, scored 115 points. 
Mountain Regional SSD was formed to regionalize several water systems in the Snyderville Basin.  
It has combined 9 water systems to solve many problems each system was having.  Mountain 
Regional will once again be absorbing another poor water system, Stagecoach.  Stagecoach needs 
source capacity and transmission/distribution lines.  Mountain Regional SSD Signal Hill Water 
Treatment Plant will provide the necessary treatment.  The proposed project cost is $3,026,263. 
 
 
SRF/Conservation Committee Recommendation: 
 
Approve updated Project Priority List. 
 
 
DWB Recommendation: 
 
Approve as recommended by the SRF/Conservation Committee. 
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February 13, 2008

Authorized

Total Requested for Projects totaling $96,112,700
System Name County Pop. ProjectTitle Project Total Request DWB Funds Authorized Sour Treat. Stor. Dist

N 115.0 MOUNTAIN REGIONAL SSD Summit       6,549 Dist. System, Booster Station, Fire Hyd. $3,026,263 $3,026,263 65 60 62.5 $134.15 $71,856
A 54.3 TWIN CREEKS SSD     … ...   3F028 Wasatch             54 Source Redev, Treat., Stor., Distr $700,000 $450,000 $450,000 50 40 50 75 53.75 $11.95 $15,000
A 39.6 ERDA ACRES WATER CO. Tooele          265 Update lines,well, chlorination facility $2,400,000 $2,100,000 $2,100,000 25 25 25 25 $45.00
A 36.3 St. George                             3F047 Washington     50,000 Arsenic Treatment of Gunlock Wells $21,550,000 $10,000,000 $6,000,000 25 25 $41.43 $27,898

33.3 TOOELE CO SPECIAL SERV DIST Tooele Source, Trans, Treatment, & Storage $500,000 $365,000 60 65 45 30 50 $20.15 $35,608
A 28.8 LOGAN CITY                         3F052  Cache     44,970 DeWitt Sprgs Transmission Line $9,200,000 $9,200,000 $3,345,000 N/A N/A N/A 30 30 $23.17 $23,745

23.1 WHISPERING PINES Sanpete          233 Pump replacement, well equipment $220,000 $220,000 50 50 $24,739
22.5 ALTA TOWN Salt Lake          367 Treatment (Antimony) $531,300 $425,000 25 25 $20.23 $22,032

A 19.6 MIDVALE CITY Salt Lake     12,800 4MG tank, rehabilitate well $9,852,500 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 10 0 35 10 18.33 $27.71 $27,383
N 8.0 MOUNTAIN VALLEY WATER Salt Lake             48 400,000gal Tank, Trans/Dist Pipelines $805,980 $798,000 20 20 20 $20.76 $50,460
A 8.0 WOODS CROSS Davis       8,942 Storage Tank,water lines,well $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 15 50 35 $14.79 $42,324

7.8 WOODS CROSS Davis       5,378 Equip. Well $200,000 $150,000 18 18 $10.36 $30,494
5.0 SKYLINE MOUNTAIN SSD Sanpete 2nd Home Subdivision $9,000,000 $3,000,000

N TOWN OF HOWELL Box Elder          250 100,000 gallon concrete tank $215,000 $70,000 $35,899

EMERGENCY FUNDING
A 100.0 WASHINGTON CO DISASTER Washington  60,000+ Source & Piping Restoration $1,300,000 $1,000,000 Secured $1M to fund all Emergency from Floods of 200
A 100.0 ENTERPRISE                          3F049 Flood $15,000 Auth. as Hardship, not been released.
A 100.0 GUNLOCK                              3F043 Flooding $205,000 Deposited 6/05.
A 100.0 ST. GEORGE Flooding $337,500 $337,500 $337,500 Deposited 3/05.

UPDATE: The Garden City and Centerfield Projects have been funded using other funds such as State or STAG.  Therefore they have been removed from the PPL.

$315,032,144
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s.Utah Federal SRF Program 
Project Priority List

$212,951,053

A = Authorized for funding
N = New Application

Page 1 of 1
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9.   2)  STATE SRF APPLICATIONS 
 

                               b) MOUNTAIN VALLEY WATER  
SYSTEM 
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Mountain Valley Water 
Presented to the Drinking Water Board 

February 29, 2008 
 
 

DRINKING WATER BOARD 
BOARD PACKET FOR CONSTRUCTION LOAN 

INTRODUCTION TO DRINKING WATER BOARD 
 

 
APPLICANT’S REQUEST 
 
Mountain Valley Water is requesting a loan of $718,000 at 1.0% for 25 years from the 
Drinking Water Board.  Their project consists of constructing a storage tank and 
distribution work.  The total cost of the project is $798,000.  Their contribution is 
estimated to be $80,000. 
 
 
STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMENDATION 
 
Mountain Valley Water is a privately owned public water system.  Currently they do not 
charge for water from their approximately 9 residential users.  All water system income 
comes from the local church, Apostolic United Brethren, who own this system.  The draft 
proposal is to begin charging $30 per month per residential user for the first 30,000 
gallons and $1.25 overage per 1000 gallons.  The remaining income (necessary for 
annual debt service coverage, O&M etc.) would come from the local church, a school and 
one other commercial connection.  A legal agreement is currently being drafted by the 
water system that would guarantee repayment of the loan to the Board. 
 
Based on this scenario, the system does not qualify for grant money (the proposed 
residential water bill of $30 equates to 0.71% of local MAGI).   The local MAGI is 
$50,460 or 137% of statewide median. 
 
The repayment schedule is included in the packet.  The System Rating has not yet been 
determined.  Staff has completed a sanitary survey on February 12th in order to evaluate 
the condition of their facilities and their compliance with Drinking Water rules (see 
attached compliance report). 
 
Staff recommends authorizing a loan of $718,000 at 2.78% for 20 years to Mountain 
Valley Water, with a loan origination fee of $7,180, on the condition that the details 
of securing the loan or other appropriate funding mechanism be worked out prior 
to loan closing.   
 
SRF/CONSERVATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: PENDING 
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APPLICANT’S LOCATION:  
 
Mountain Valley Water is located in Salt Lake County and serves residents in Bluffdale 
approximately 23 miles south of Salt Lake City. 
 
 
MAP OF APPLICANT’S LOCATION: 
 

 
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 
Franson Civil Engineers recommends making the following improvements to the existing 
system, which will allow the capacities, pressures, and fire flows to support the existing 
system and proposed developments: 
 
• Install an 8-inch diameter pipeline from the well to the proposed tank location. 
• Construct a 400,000 gallon water tank at the southwest corner of the southern 

property 
• Install a 10-inch diameter pipeline from the tank to the chapel (large size is required 

by Bluffdale City due to the commercial nature of the community)  
• Install an 8-inch diameter pipeline throughout the northern property 
• Install a pressure reducing valve at the beginning of the pipeline as it enters the 

northern Property 
• Install a booster pump at the southern property to increase low pressures Page 34 of 137



 
 
 
POPULATION GROWTH: 
 
From the GOPB website, Bluffdale is currently growing at rate of 4.64%.  It is 
anticipated that the area will continue to see increased growth up to 23% over the next 20 
years.   
 
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE: 
 
(Estimate of completion dates for major milestones) 
Apply to DWB for Funding December 2007
DWB Funding Authorization February 2007
Complete Design  April 2008
Advertise for Bids June 2008
Bid Opening July 2008
Loan Closing July 2008
Begin Construction August 2008
Complete Construction November 2008
Receive DDW Operating Permit December 2008
 
 
COST ESTIMATE: 
 
Construction: $549,000
Contingency (10%): $129,000
Engineering: $95,000
Legal/Bonding: $25,000
Total Capital Cost:  $798,000
 
COST ALLOCATION: 
 
The cost allocation proposed for the project is shown below.   
 
Funding Source Cost Sharing Percent of Project 
DWB Loan ( 2.78%, 20-yr) $718,000 89.97 
Local Contribution $80,000 10.03 
Total Amount: $798,000 100.00 
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ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST OF WATER SERVICE: 
 
Operation & Maintenance: $5,481
Existing Debt Service:  $0
DDW Debt Service (2.05%, 20yrs): $47,284
DDW 10% Coverage: $4,728
DDW 15% Partial Coverage: $7,092
Depreciation: n/a
5% Replacement Reserve: n/a
Total Annual Cost: 2,936
Monthly Cost / ERU: $244.72
Cost as % of MAGI: 5.82%
 
 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS (before loan closing): 
 

1. Applicant resolves appropriate issues on their compliance report. 
2. Division performs a Sanitary Survey (done 2/13/08) 
3. Applicant considers establishing an impact fee schedule 
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CONTACT INFORMATION: 
 
 
 
APPLICANT: Mountain Valley Water dba of Unified Industries 
 1224 West 16580 South,  

Bluffdale, Utah 84065     
Phone: 801-253-7516     
eMail: warmsouthwind1705@mac.com 
 

 
PRESIDING OFFICIAL &   
CONTACT PERSON:  Stephen Thompson, President    
     1275 West 16580 South    
     Bluffdale, Utah 84065     
     Phone: 801-386-0117 

eMail: warmsouthwind1705@mac.com 
 
CONSULTING ENGINEER:  Monique Robbins     
     Franson Civil Engineers    
     1276 South 820 East, Suite 100,  

American Fork Utah 84003    
Phone: 801-756-0309    

 eMail: mrobbins@fransoncivil.com 
         
FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: Zach Allred      
     Allred Accounting     
     PO Box 1253, Draper UT 84020   
     Phone: 435-623-5177     

eMail: zallred@nebonet.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ProjectsFSRF/MountainValley/MountainValley_DWB_Feb2008.doc  
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DRINKING WATER BOARD FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE EVALUATION

SYSTEM NAME: Mountain Valley Water FUNDING SOURCE: State SRF
         COUNTY: Salt Lake

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
  

100% Loan

ESTIMATED POPULATION: 48 NO. OF CONNECTIONS: 22  SYSTEM RATING: ?
CURRENT AVG WATER  BILL: $30.00 * PROJECT TOTAL: $798,000

CURRENT % OF AGI: 0.71% FINANCIAL PTS: 45 LOAN AMOUNT: $718,000
ESTIMATED MEDIAN AGI: $50,460 GRANT AMOUNT: $0

STATE AGI: $36,960 TOTAL REQUEST: $718,000
SYSTEM % OF STATE AGI: 137%

 @ ZERO %  @ RBBI EQUIVALENT AFTER REPAYMENT
RATE MKT RATE ANNUAL PAYMENT PENALTY & POINTS

0% 4.66% 7.33% ** 2.78%

        ASSUMED LENGTH OF DEBT, YRS: 20 20 20 20
ASSUMED NET EFFECTIVE INT. RATE: 0.00% 4.66% 7.33% 2.78%

              REQUIRED DEBT SERVICE: $35,900.00 $55,964.98 $47,284.60 $47,284.60
           *PARTIAL COVERAGE (15%): $5,385.00 $8,394.75 $7,092.69 $7,092.69

  *ADD. COVERAGE AND RESERVE (10%): $3,590.00 $5,596.50 $4,728.46 $4,728.46
$2,039.77 $3,179.83 $2,686.62 $2,686.62

 
               O & M + FUNDED DEPRECIATION: $5,500.00 $5,500.00 $5,500.00 $5,500.00

            OTHER DEBT + COVERAGE: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
        REPLACEMENT RESERVE ACCOUNT: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

$5,500.00  $5,500.00   $5,500.00  $5,500.00
ANNUAL O&M PER CONNECTION: $250.00 $250.00 $250.00 $250.00

AVG MONTHLY WATER BILL: $190.81 $285.82 $244.72 $244.72

% OF ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME: 4.54%  6.80%   5.82% 5.82%
 

**  $481,000 loan @ 0% & $237,000 grant (equivalent to $368,000 loan @ 2.78% & $350,000 grant)

new storage tank,  distribution work

* Proposed water bill (currently they do not charge for water).

ANNUAL DEBT PER CONNECTION:

NEEDED SYSTEM INCOME:
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Mountain Valley Water

PROPOSED BOND REPAYMENT SCHEDULE 100% Loan

PRINCIPAL $718,000.00         ANTICIPATED CLOSING DATE 15-Jul-08
INTEREST 2.78% P&I PAYMT DUE 01-Jan-10
TERM 20 REVENUE BOND
NOMIN. PAYMENT $47,284.60 PRINC PREPAID: $0.00

BEGINNING DATE OF ENDING PAYM
YEAR BALANCE PAYMENT PAYMENT PRINCIPAL INTEREST BALANCE NO.

====== ================ ================ ================ = ================== ================== ================= =====
2009 $718,000.00 $9,203.96 * $0.00 $9,203.96 $718,000.00 0
2010 $718,000.00 $46,960.40 $27,000.00 $19,960.40 $691,000.00 1
2011 $691,000.00 $47,209.80 $28,000.00 $19,209.80 $663,000.00 2
2012 $663,000.00 $47,431.40 $29,000.00 $18,431.40 $634,000.00 3
2013 $634,000.00 $47,625.20 $30,000.00 $17,625.20 $604,000.00 4
2014 $604,000.00 $46,791.20 $30,000.00 $16,791.20 $574,000.00 5
2015 $574,000.00 $46,957.20 $31,000.00 $15,957.20 $543,000.00 6
2016 $543,000.00 $47,095.40 $32,000.00 $15,095.40 $511,000.00 7
2017 $511,000.00 $47,205.80 $33,000.00 $14,205.80 $478,000.00 8
2018 $478,000.00 $47,288.40 $34,000.00 $13,288.40 $444,000.00 9
2019 $444,000.00 $47,343.20 $35,000.00 $12,343.20 $409,000.00 10
2020 $409,000.00 $47,370.20 $36,000.00 $11,370.20 $373,000.00 11
2021 $373,000.00 $47,369.40 $37,000.00 $10,369.40 $336,000.00 12
2022 $336,000.00 $47,340.80 $38,000.00 $9,340.80 $298,000.00 13
2023 $298,000.00 $47,284.40 $39,000.00 $8,284.40 $259,000.00 14
2024 $259,000.00 $47,200.20 $40,000.00 $7,200.20 $219,000.00 15
2025 $219,000.00 $47,088.20 $41,000.00 $6,088.20 $178,000.00 16
2026 $178,000.00 $47,948.40 $43,000.00 $4,948.40 $135,000.00 17
2027 $135,000.00 $47,753.00 $44,000.00 $3,753.00 $91,000.00 18
2028 $91,000.00 $47,529.80 $45,000.00 $2,529.80 $46,000.00 19
2029 $46,000.00 $47,278.80 $46,000.00 $1,278.80 $0.00 20

---------------------------- ------------------------------- --------------------------------
$955,275.16 $718,000.00 $237,275.16

*Interest Only Payment 
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18162 Mountain Valley Water 
Compliance Report 

February 14, 2008 
 

 
Administration:   
 No Issues 
 
Operator Certification:
 No Issues 
 
Bacteriological Information: 
 The system received major monitoring violations for June and July 2007. 
 
Chemical Monitoring: 

No Issues 
 
Lead/Copper:

No Issues 
 
Consumer Confidence Report 
 No Issues 
 
Physical Facilities: 
 System lacks 40% storage capacity. 
 
 Cross Connections exist and require Backflow preventers be installed. 
 
Drinking Water Source Protection:

 
Preliminary Evaluation Report has been submitted, but concurrence is pending  

 
Plan Review:
 

No Plan Approvals have been documented for this system. 
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9.  2)   STATE  SRF APPLICATIONS   
 

    c) MOUNTAIN REGIONAL  
                     WATER SSD/STAGECOACH  

SUBDIVISION   
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Mountain Regional Water SSD / Stagecoach Subdivision 
Presented to Drinking Water Board 

February 29, 2008 
  
 
 
 

DRINKING WATER BOARD 
BOARD PACKET FOR CONSTRUCTION LOAN 

AUTHORIZATION 
 

(Packet is not yet available) 
 
 
 
 
APPLICANT’S REQUEST: 
 
Mountain Regional Water SSD is requesting financial assistance in the amount of 
$3,000,000 to replace their infrastructure.  The project will address the system’s current 
inadequate source capacity.  
 
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
Mountain Regional Water Special Service District is requesting a $3,000,000 loan on 
behalf of Stagecoach Subdivision. Most of the drinking water infrastructure needs to be 
replaced, because their waterlines are undersized and too shallow. 
Also, they need increased source capacity. 
 
 
SRF/CONSERVATION COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS: 
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9.  2)  STATE SRF APPLICATIONS  
 

    d)  WOODLAND KOLOB ACRES 
DEAUTHORIZATION 
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Woodland and Kolob Acres 

Presented to SRF Conservation Committee 
February 6, 2008 

 
 

 
DRINKING WATER BOARD 

BOARD PACKET FOR DEAUTHORIZATION 
INTRODUCTION TO SRF COMMITTEE 

 
 
 
 

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATION: 
 
On March 4, 2005 the Drinking Water Board authorized a twenty-year loan of $450,000 
at 3.63% interest to Woodland and Kolob Acres water system. In a letter dated January 7, 
2008, Woodland and Kolob Acres stated that they would like to withdraw their request 
for funding.  They have formed relationships with entities which will front the funds for 
their project.   
 
 
 
 
 
The SRF/Conservation Committee recommend that the Drinking Water Board  
de-authorize the $450,000 loan to Woodland and Kolob Acres. 
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AGENDA ITEM 10 
 
 

INTENDED USE PERMIT  
AND  

CAPITALIZATION GRANT  
APPLICATION 
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INTENDED USE PLAN 
For FY 2008 

 
 

Packet will be available at the Board Meeting 
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AGENDA ITEM 11 
 
 

FIVE YEAR NOTICE OF REVIEW  
AND  

STATEMENT OF CONTINUATION 
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FIVE YEAR NOTICE OF REVIEW 
AND STATEMENT OF CONTINUATION 

 
R309.  Environmental Quality, Drinking Water 
R309-352.  Capacity Development Program 
 
Background: 
The Utah Administrative Rulemaking Act (Act; UT Code Title 63, Chapter 46a) requires 
each rulewriting agency to "review each of its rules within five years of the rule's original 
effective date or within five years of the filing of the last five-year review, whichever is 
later" (UT Code Subsection 63-46a-9(1)).   
 
Receipt of the review by the date indicated in the following list, or the request for 
extension by the day before the date indicated on the following list is very important.  If 
one or the other is not received by the Division of Administrative Rules (DAR), the rule 
expires and DAR is required to remove it from the Code (see UT Code Subsection 63-
46a-9(8)). 
 

RULES DUE FOR FIVE-YEAR REVIEW 

 
Rule 

Enactment Date / 
Last Review Date 

 
Review Due 

Date 
R309-352 June 16, 2003 June 16, 2008 

 
Action: 
Staff reviewed the Rule and solicited comment from interested parties as part of the five-
year review and continuation procedure.  Comments were received from one interested 
party.  These comments and DDW’s responses are attached for review. 
 
Division responses to DAR-requested information are attached on the following page.  
Upon Board approval, this language will be transferred to the required electronic 
document and transmitted to DAR in compliance with the referenced sections of Utah 
Code governing the review and continuation process. 
 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff recommends the Board approve the Five-Year Notice of Review and Statement 
of Continuation for “UAC R309-352 Capacity Development Program”, as presented 
in the attached documents. 
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Five-Year Notice of Review and Statement of Continuation 
 
DAR File No:       Date Filed: 
Utah Admin 
Code ref (R no.):  R309-352     Time Filed: 
 
 
1. Agency:  Environmental Quality/Drinking Water 
 Room no.: 
 Building: 
 Street Address:  150 N 1950 W 
 City,State,Zip:  Salt Lake City, Utah  84116-3085 
 Mailing Address:  PO Box 144830 
 City,State, Zip:  Salt Lake City, Utah  84114-4830 
 Contact person(s): 

Name: Phone: Fax: E-mail: Remove:
Patti Fauver (801)536-4196 (801)536-4211 pfauver@utah.gov  
Michael Grange (801)536-0069 (801)536-4211 mgrange@utah.gov  

 
2.  Title of Rule: 

Capacity Development Program 
 
3.  A concise explanation of the particular statutory provision under which the rule 
is enacted and how these provisions authorize or require the rule:   

Subsection 19-4-104(1)(a)(v) grants the Drinking Water Board authority to 
implement the Capacity Development Program and govern the allotment of 
federal funds to public water systems to assist their compliance with the Federal 
1996 Reauthorized Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). 
 

4.  A summary of written comments received during and since the last five-year 
review of the rule from interested persons supporting or opposing the rule: 

DDW received one set of comments regarding the Rule.  The commenter 
questioned several aspects of the Rule, namely: who should prepare the Capacity 
Assessment Plan and/or Worksheets, the cost to property owners/developers to 
prepare the Plan, whether or not personal financial information is required by the 
Rule, disclosing the location of system sources and/or storage facilities, the size of 
system the Rule was written for, and duplication of information to be provided to 
DDW and again to the Public Utilities Commission. 
 

5.  A reasoned justification for continuation of the rule, including reasons why the 
agency disagrees with comments in opposition to the rule, if any: 

The 1996 SDWA Amendments outlined the requirements of the Capacity 
Development Program.  The Program mandates that states ensure that all new 
Community Water Systems and Non-Transient, Non-Community Water Systems 
demonstrate the technical, managerial, and financial capacity (capability) to 
comply with SDWA and the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations 
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(NPDWR).  In addition, states must ensure that existing water systems 
demonstrate these capabilities before they can be awarded federal drinking water 
financial assistance from the federal Drinking Water State Revolving Fund. 
 
Each year the states are granted capitalization funds from EPA to finance their 
individual Federal SRF programs.  If a state does not have an acceptable Capacity 
Development Program 20% of those funds will be withheld [SDWA 
§1452(a)(1)(G)(i)].  The State of Utah is currently granted over $8 million 
annually for its Federal SRF program, losing more than $1.6 million of those 
funds each year would seriously impair the ability of the SRF Program to achieve 
its goal of providing water systems with funding and technical assistance to aid 
them in supplying their customers with sufficient quantities of quality drinking 
water as well as complying with SDWA and the NPDWR.   
 
Reauthorization and continuation of R309-352 Capacity Development Program is 
key to maintaining Utah’s ability to meet the requirements of the 1996 SDWA 
Amendments and receive its full allotment of federal capitalization funds. 
 
The Division finds the submitted comments non-substantive.  The Rule does not 
specify who is to prepare the Capacity Assessment Plan and/or Worksheets and 
does not require that engineers or accountants be hired to do so.  The information 
to be included in the Plan or Worksheets should be readily available and easily 
transferable into the documentation required by Rule.  This information would be 
necessary for any business entity to determine financial viability, both current and 
future.  Personal financial information of the owner/developer is not required by 
the Rule, only pertinent O&M cost data is required so DDW can ascertain the 
System’s long-term viability.  There is also no requirement that specific system 
infrastructure locations be divulged in the Plan or Worksheets.  The Rule requires 
sufficient information to determine that the System has sufficient source and 
storage capacity to meet State rules.  The Rule does not apply to systems that do 
not fit the definition of “public water system”, namely at least 15 service 
connections or 25 individuals.  However, where it is obvious that the development 
has at least 15 lots and will be a PWS in the future, a Capacity Assessment is 
required.  The type of information required by the Rule is the same for very small 
systems as for large systems.  There may be some areas where information 
required by the Rule and included in the Plan or Worksheets is duplicated 
elsewhere, either in Division rules or with other agencies.  However, it is minimal 
and USEPA has determined that any additional cost incurred during the Capacity 
Assessment review process should not be overly burdensome.  This EPA review 
is mandated any time EPA promulgates a new rule that potentially impacts a 
water system’s financial viability. 
 

6.  Indexing information – keywords (maximum of four, lower case): 
drinking water, funding, capacity development,  
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The following comments on the Capacity Development Program Rule (UAC R309-352) were 
received in an e-mail from Bob Reid.  The comments were received in connection with the Five-
Year Rule Reauthorization and Continuation process.  My responses are in Times New Roman 
Bold, 10 pt font, directly below Mr. Reid’s comments. 
 
Michael, thanks for calling me today and for taking a moment to discuss concerns I have with the 
Capacity Assessment Rule.  I enclose for your review our comments to the Capacity Assessment 
Plan revisions. Thanks for taking the revision of this rule under consideration. It will be good to 
clear up some of the confusion that exists in the current rule. 
 
All comments are by Robert N. Reid, PE 
Cedar City, Utah. 
 
1. The Rule does not allow for small users who are not yet public. A development isn't at full 
capacity until it becomes a public system which is after a fixed minimum number of users have 
joined the system. The current rule assumes (incorrectly) that the system has enough users to 
become a public system when the plan is written. The rule should be changed to allow a growth 
period. 
 
MJG – The Rule does not apply to systems that are not public, “public water systems” being defined 
as those serving 15 connections or 25 individuals at least 60 days per year (R309-100-4 and R309-352-
3(5)).  Furthermore, a development may not even be at full capacity when it becomes a Public Water 
System.  Nowhere does the Rule assume that a system has enough users to become a public system 
when the plan is written, the Rule simply states that in order for a Public Water System to be 
approved it must complete the Capacity Assessment Review, among other things.  For new systems a 
growth period is allowed in R309-352-5(4)(c) “Financial plan.  The financial plan shall describe the 
system’s expected revenues, cash flow, income and issuance and repayment of debt for meeting the 
costs of construction, and the costs of operation and maintenance for at least five years from the date 
the applicant expects to begin system operation.”  Emphasis added. 
 
2. The Rule needs to take into account who will prepare the plan? The owners for small systems 
should be able to prepare the plan themselves without hiring engineers or accountants. 
 
MJG – The Rule does not specify who is to prepare the plan.  It makes sense that the person or 
persons most knowledgeable about the system should at least help prepare the plan and/or the 
capacity assessment worksheets when required.  R309-352-5 outlines what is required of 
new/proposed systems; R309-352-4 gives general criteria that all systems are judged against.  
Nowhere in these sections does it require an engineer or accountant to prepare the necessary 
information. 
 
3. The Rule fails to take into account the cost for clients who must pay for preparation of the 
plan. How much does the State expect the developers to have to pay for such a plan and has this 
been reviewed and approved by the State Legislature. 
 
MJG – EPA is mandated to analyze the potential financial impact on water systems of any rules or 
programs it requires.  For the Capacity Development program, EPA determined that any costs of the 
program should not be burdensome, even to small or very small water systems.  The plan should be a 
compilation of readily available information that all systems or proposed systems should have.  
Water rates, number of connections, annual operating expenses or projections of these figures for 
new/proposed systems are examples of what is required for the plan.  In addition, water quality data, 
source capacity (flow rates), and storage capacity are examples of other required information.  This 
type of information would be needed by any entity in order to know: 1) if it would be financially 
viable, currently as well as in the future; and, 2) if its facilities would be sufficient to comply with 
drinking water regulations and provide safe and reliable drinking water.  With this information 
readily available costs to prepare the plan or fill out the worksheets should be minimal. 
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4. The Rule expects that financial data will be incorporated into the plan which may be private or 
personal. On a small system with one operator, the plan discloses this person's pay. This is 
unfair. 
 
MJG – As a public utility cost data is public information.  However, the rule does not require that 
owners divulge personal/private financial information; it only requires that relevant O&M cost data 
be provided to substantiate the system’s long-term viability.  Also, the Rule does not require that 
operation and maintenance cost data be itemized to the level that individual salaries are divulged.  
This information may be provided to the Division, but it is not necessary. 
 
5. The Division has asked in the past that the Capacity Assessment Plan become a public 
document and state that it is a public document on the plan. For Security this is not a good idea 
as it reveals financial data about the water company that should not be a matter of public record. 
By making the facilities portion of the plan a public document the operator is forced to disclose 
the facilities locations, sizes, costs, and future plans to people who have no need nor requirement 
to see this data. (Compromises security of the system.) 
 
MJG – In addition to the explanation above, the Rule does not require that system infrastructure 
locations be divulged in the public document or in the worksheets.  The Division and USEPA are well 
aware of the potential hazards inherent in making source and/or storage location data public 
knowledge.  However, the plan must include source capacities (flow rates), storage volume, and 
expected infrastructure expansion and construction plans, among other information.  This 
information is necessary and must be detailed enough for the Division to accurately determine if 
sufficient capacity is present in the system or proposed system for the expected development. 
 
6. The rule has obviously been written around a large system. The Division should test the 
application of the rule by preparing a model plan for a small system of under 25 users and track 
all costs to prepare such a plan. This model plan can then be used as a guide for preparation by 
other entities. 
 
MJG – The Rule applies to new/proposed or existing public water systems, defined as those serving 
at least 15 connections or 25 individuals.  The Rule is written so that any system, regardless of size, 
can comply.  The type of information required in the Plan is the same for every system.  In addition, 
if a system has fewer that 15 connections or serves fewer than 25 individuals, it is not a public water 
system and is not yet subject to the Capacity Development Program or R309-352.  However, where it 
is obvious that the development has at least 15 lots (connections) and will qualify as a public water 
system in the future, a Capacity Assessment is required. 
 
7. The financial plan states that costs and revenues shall be presented for 5 years. However it 
should also state that unless the revenue exceeds the costs, the plan will not be approved. 
(Because this is what is intended.) And it should allow that in the initial years of operations, the 
system might not show revenues in excess of costs and that that is acceptable. 
 
MJG – The concept of revenues exceeding costs is presented in R309-352-4(2)(c)(i)  “Revenues shall 
be greater than expenses;”.  If this is not the case it follows that the system lacks financial capacity 
and needs to examine rate structures, operation and maintenance costs, and other relative factors to 
find ways to come into compliance with the Rule.  If the system can not comply with the Rule the 
system will not be approved.  Furthermore, it is not necessarily acceptable for a system’s expenses to 
exceed revenue even in the initial years of operation.  The system must identify ways to continue 
operations and provide adequate supplies of safe drinking water in those initial start-up years.  
Whether the developer foots the bill (and is later reimbursed through collected user fees or rates), the 
county helps with an infusion of monetary support (also likely to be repaid at a later date), or other 
means are identified, the system must show that revenues will be adequate to meet expenses and that 
public health will be protected. 
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8. This Rule duplicates other requirements from other rules and should be coordinated with the 
Divisions other programs. The Source Protection Plan asks for proof of water right. Why should it 
be included in the Capacity Assessment Plan also? The Notification Form also requires data 
duplicated by the plan. 
 
MJG – With the exception of the two instances identified, no specific examples of potential 
duplication were identified by the commenter.  The Capacity Development Program is an integral 
part of two separate Division functions:  1)  new system review and approval, and 2)  qualifying 
existing systems for financial assistance under the Federal DWSRF program.  With new systems it is 
likely that proof of legal, adequate water rights has not yet been provided to the Division and the 
Source Protection Plan may not have been prepared yet since the location of the source may not yet 
be known.  This information must be submitted to and approved by the Division before the 
development will be approved, and as such it is included in the information required for the Capacity 
Assessment Review.  In addition, when reviewing plans for approval it is always preferable to have 
all data in one location, and a single page or paragraph inserted into the Plan that proves a legal, 
valid water right is not overly burdensome to the preparer.  The Project Notification Form is a one 
page summary of the proposed project and does not provide the level of detail required for an 
adequate review of a system’s capacity.  In addition, the PNF is used by the Division to log the 
project into our database and allows us to track its progress.  The PNF and capacity assessment plan 
are used for different, though complimentary, purposes. 
 
9. The Rule should include the review and approval process for the division. Right now the rule 
allows the division to ask for revisions infinitely without stating what the specific approval criteria 
for a plan is. 
 
MJG – Approval criteria are in the Rule.  Documents submitted for review under the Capacity 
Development Program should be reviewed within the time period allotted by Rule and either 
approved or rejected.  Only when information is unclear, incomplete, or inadequate for the Division 
to complete its review should a revision or clarification be requested from the System.  Should a PWS 
believe it is being unfairly treated the appeal process should be followed and Division management 
consulted for redress.   
 
10. Originally Capacity Assessment Worksheets were available on the web for plan writers 
seeking Revolving Loan Funds. Is this check sheet abandoned? 
 
MJG – Capacity Assessment Worksheets are available from the Division.  Electronic copies are 
available on the Internet at:  http://www.drinkingwater.utah.gov/capacity_develop_intro.htm. 
 
12. There is quite a bit of overlap between the Capacity Assessment Plan and data requested by 
the Public Utilities Commission. The Commission and Division should coordinate to determine 
how much of what data is required in each location. It makes little sense to have our clients pay 
us to prepare a Capacity Assessment Plan for the division of Drinking Water, and then to pay an 
accounting firm to provide Public Utility Data to the PUC which is very similar data. 
 
MJG – As stated earlier, there is no requirement for engineers or accountants to prepare the 
Capacity Assessment Plan or fill out the worksheets.  The information should be readily available 
and easily transferable into a document for submittal to either DDW or the PUC.  However, there is 
an initiative under way for DDW and the PUC to coordinate more fully when new water systems are 
planned or developed. 
 
Robert N. Reid, PE 
InSite Engineering, PC 
1883 W. Royal Hunte Drive 
Cedar City, UT 84720 
Phone 435-867-4565 
Cell 435-590-9410 
email bobr@insite-engineering.com  
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